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Introduction: the structural configuration of the aristocracy

The purpose of this article is to present some results on a long-
term research project concerned with the structural configuration of
the Mexican aristocracy (1).

Historically, the Mexican aristocracy today is constituted by tho-
se families which can trace descent to ancestors who achieved mem-
bership into the ruling class of three specific and fairly well delineated
historical periods: (1) the original conquistadors and encomenderos of
the XVI century and well into the middle of the XVII century; (2) the
hacendado, mining, and trading plutocracy that dominated New Spain
from the first decades of the XVIII to the end of Colonial times; (3)
the continuation of this plutocracy from Independence to the end of
the Diaz regime. There is a remarkable continuity of social prestige
and economic and political power from the XVI century to the Mexi-
can Revolution of 1910, and it would be difficult for any member of
the aristocracy to fake a lineage or exaggerate the deeds of important
ancestors. Since the middle of the XVIII century, the political partici-
pation, economic achievements, intellectual production, and social pre-
eminence of distinguished members of the aristocracy is well known,
written in the history books and in personal memoirs. Less illustrious
members of the group generally do not dare to make dubious claims.
There is one rather common claim, however, that many aristocratic
families make and cannot prove. It must be regarded as part of the
legendary components that always accompany any system of ancient
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lineage or genealogy: descent from original conquistadors. Perhaps
10% of the aristocratic families today are able to substantiate this claim,
whereas the majority can substantiate descent to the XVIII century.
It is clear, however, that the minimum genealogical requirement for
bonafide qualification as a member of the aristocracy is descent from
an ancestor who had achieved aristocratic status no later than 80 years
ago, that is, during the Diaz regime. Probably no less than 25% of all
families today are in this category. We do not know, however, whe-
ther antiquity of lineage is the most important attribute in the relative
standing of the different sectors of the aristocracy today. On the basis
of what we know now, our working hypothesis is that wealth is just
as important as antiquity of lineage in relative aristocratic pre-eminence.

Thus, at the top there will be those who are not only universally
recognized as descendants of conquistadors but are wealthy as well,
while the wealthiest will rank higher than those who can boast of no-
thing but a proven ancient lineage.

Disregarding ranking and social prestige among the aristocratic
group, we shall concentrate on what its members share in common,
how they express it, and how are they related to the other two sec-
tors of the haute bourgeoisie. But first, how do they extend recogni-
tion to one another, and what are the ostensibly validating symbols
of their class? The single, most visible means of recognition is the fa-
mily name. This is something contextual, of course, in that most ari-
stocratic patronymics are shared by thousands of people from all social
classes. (It is well know that repartimiento Indians very often took
the name of the encomendero, as later on they took the name of the
bacendado). What we mean here is that the average aristocrat knows
perhaps half of the patronymics of families to whom he extends so-
cial recognition, and in the case of knowledgeable members of the
group, they may know most of the patronymics.

In 100 questionnaires administered to a stratified sample of males
and females ranging in age from 35 to 75, there was a core of 35 pa-
tronymics that were given by all respondents from a mean average of
65. In ten cases respondents knew more than 100 patronymics, and
in two cases more than 125. On the basis of these figures, we estimate
that the total number of patronymics is slightly over 200. Moreover,
the preliminary analysis of these data tells us that of the 35 patrony-
mics listed by all respondents, seven claim descent from (1), 23 from
(2), and five from (3). To be sure, the patronymics that an individual
bears must be accompanied with other symbols of social recognition
in order to acquire significance as an indicator of class membership.

In some ways this is an academic consideration, since probably



more than half of the members of the aristocracy know each other
personally or know about each other indirectly. To this extent, the
group is integrated, and the networks of social and economic ties of
the average aristocrat are extensive. Although a fairly high percentage
of aristocrats may not know each other or about each other, they sha-
re such a high common cultural denominator and expressive patterns
of behavior so as to present no problems of self-identification. There
are subtle cues of speech, patterns of expression, dress, color combi-
nation, eating manners, and demeanor, which will leave little doubt
concerning self-identification when two members of the aristocracy
meet for the first time. (Unlike the upper reaches of stratification in
the United States, occupation, place of residence, membership in clubs,
elite consumer patterns, and similar objective or subjective indicators
are not as significant in the classification of individuals in the Mexican
aristocracy). If there are still doubts, and the interacting parties want
to make sure of their status, the conversation may quickly drift to peo-
ple they know, genealogy, name and place of the ancestral hacienda,
mentioning of an important ancestor, and generally some allusion to
the past that unmistakably associates them with the aristocracy.
Collectively and individually, the aristocracy has a clear view of
itself and a high degree of collective consciousness. Indeed, it is sur-
prising how the group has managed to maintain such an ideology in
view of their loss of political and economic power. Endogamy, of cour-
se, has been a significant factor in maintaining the boundaries and in-
tegrity of the group, and the old and middle aged are very much aware
of it. Aristocrats know that the incidence of exogamy since the Second
World War has so far been tolerable, but when it becomes fairly gene-
ralized - as is beginning to happen - it will be the end of the group
as it has existed and adapted to the new social reality of Mexico since
the Revolution. Probably more than any other factor, what has sustai-
ned their strong sense of identity is a deeply ingrained belief that, re-
gardless of wealth and political power, for better or for worse their
ancestors were the architects and rulers of Mexico for nearly 400 years.
The Mexican aristocracy today is in many ways an anachronism
and a testimony to the persistence of social institutions, when systems
are left free of the application of brute force in radically altering the
social structure. This is most telling in the social recognition of the
aristocracy by the different classes of Mexican society. A social class
is not only a self-defined entity, but in order to be a viable group and
a significant category, it must be recognized by other social classes.
By this.statistical standard, the aristocracy exists only minimally, for
it is doubtful that more than one percent of the total population of
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Mexico is aware of it, much less recognizes the highest status that its
members attribute to themselves. The lower classes in Mexico discri-
minate only between political power and wealth, and accord status
strictly in terms of these two alternatives. The lower-middle and
middle-middle classes are aware and recognize what we have defined
as the plutocracy, but they do not discriminate the aristocracy among
its sectors. They recognize degrees of status but strictly based on poli-
tical power and wealth, and of the two, wealth is undoubtedly the more
important. The upper-middle class, composed of the highest profes-
sionals and probably the best educated sector of the population, are
aware of the aristocracy but do not accord to its members any higher
status than that accorded to the plutocracy as whole. Since members
of the upper-middle class are well aware of their own position and
can discriminate between social status and political power and wealth,
they are quite often conscious of the subtle and not so subtle differen-
ces between the aristocrats and the other sectors of the plutocracy.
In fact, the upper-middle class often refers to the aristocracy as la so-
ciedad ‘the society’, or by the term itself. (We are assuming that Mexi-
can social stratification is not that different from what has been
described by American sociologists for the United States. This is espe-
cially the case for Mexico City, which concerns us here almost exclu-
sively). Finally, it is the plutocracy itself that is most aware of the
aristocracy and accords it the highest degree of social recognition. The
non-aristocratic sectors of the plutocracy or bhaute bourgeoisie value
and seek social status, and it is in this context of political power and
wealth that the old mechanisms of social ambition and economic ne-
cessity are homogenizing the new ruling class of Mexico: some rich
aristocrats are already plutocrats, but the majority are seeking an eco-
nomic base that they cannot entirely achieve without allying themsel-
ves to the plutocrats as a group; whereas the plutocrats are becoming
slowly, but surely, like the aristocrats in manners and values.

As isolated pockets in provincial cities, the aristocratic class would
have disappeared quickly after the thirties. It is the concentration in
Mexico City that saved its members from this fate. The capital, of cour-
se, had always been the residence of a large proportion of Porfirian
aristocrats, and even if they did not live there permanently, many ari-
stocratic families kept residences that they inhabited for part of the
year. For the past three decades, probably 90% of the aristocracy has
resided in Mexico City. The other center that contains a significant nu-
cleus of the group is Guadalajara, which attracted a large proportion
of the northern hacendados. In probably six or seven other traditio-
nal cities associated with the hacendado class there are today mem-



bers of the aristocracy. Since its foundation in 1531, for example, the
city of Puebla was an encomendero and then an hacendado center par
excellence. By the beginning of the XVII century it rivaled Mexico Ci-
ty in importance as an agricultural and manufacturing center, and it
had become the second largest city in the New World. By 1950, not
a single aristocratic family - some of them tracing descent to original
conquistadors and the earliest encomenderos in the Valley of Puebla
- remained, as they had all migrated to Mexico City (2).

Residence per se has never been a significant indicator of class
membership in Mexico. Even in colonial times, there was no particu-
lar sector of Mexico City where the aristocrats, the rich, and the po-
werful concentrated. A survey of the palaces and mansions in the
colonial section of Mexico City shows that there is no discernible pat-
tern of residential exclusiveness. During the Diaz regime, there were
some exclusive residential areas, as the city expanded toward the west,
but again this was not connected in any significant way with the ru-
ling class. Today, the situation is the same, and aristocrats reside in
many sections (colonias) of the city.

Throughout the Diaz regime, most aristocrats lived in the center
of the city, where today many of their former palaces and mansions
are still a testimony to the great power and wealth of a bygone era.
These structures run the gamut from the late XVI century to the last
days of the Diaz regime. The most elegant and architecturally distin-
guished structures were built roughly between 1730 and 1790, which
coincides with the great mining boom that resulted in the first truly
great fortunes in Mexico. Although the Mexican Revolution did not
affect urban property, loss of land forced many aristocrats to sell their
palatial residences, as they could no longer afford the numerous ser-
vants that were needed for their upkeep. Some of the most distingui-
shed palaces, however, were expropriated by the city for museums
and other public uses. All the colonial residences of the aristocracy
are now in the public or business domains, but many of the mansions
built during the Diaz regime are still occasionally inhabited by their
original owners.

Many families had country places within five to ten miles from
the civic center, which after sixty years of continuous expansion ha-
ve been totally engulfed by the city. Here again, only the richest of
the aristocrats have been able to affort the upkeep of these villas. The
structure, grounds, size and elaboration of the average aristocratic hou-
se today is not different from the average upper-middle class or pluto-
cratic house.

The most diagnostic trait of the aristocracy today, what clearly



distinguishes it from other sectors of Mexican society with whom it
shares the same economic position, is the arrangement, decoration,
and furnishing of the household. Furthermore, it is in the privacy of
the household that the dying aristocracy displays best those patterns
of behavior that are so dear to them, and which have always been its
hallmark. It is also within the context of the household that we find
the most characteristically validating symbols ot their former status and
power. The antique and colonial furniture, procelain, silver, leather-
bound books, art, and above all, the pictures of distinguished and not
so distinguished ancestors, are a constant remainder of what they on-
ce were. The characteristic combination of colors here, the subtle ar-
rangement of pictures there, the taste in the combination of lights are,
to be sure, subjective and perhaps elusive and conceptually difficult
for the social scientist to handle, but they represent many generations
of expressive cultural development. By contrast, the households of the
upper-middle class and the plutocracy may have very expensive art,
furniture, and decorations, but these almost invariably attest to their
social origins, usually tempered by the hand of the professional inte-
rior decorator. The taste, the symmetry, that ethereal sense of perma-
nency is not there, and in our view, these are the surest indicators of
recent social mobility and the turmoil that Mexican society has expe-
rienced for the past 70 years.

Lest we be charged with elitism and intellectual snobbery we want
to assure the reader that the same expressive components can be ob-
served at the bottom of the Mexican stratification system. No anthro-
pologist who has worked in traditional Indian communities can fail
to notice the civility of native behavior, the integrity of dress, the sym-
metry and aesthetic quality of the household, and in general, the sen-
se of solidity and of everything being properly structured that has been
the result of 450 years of acculturation between pre-Hispanic and Eu-
ropean culture. What a dramatic contrast when one observes the indi-
vidual or collective passage from Indian to rural or urban proletarian
status. The aesthetic, moral, and structural values disappear and an am-
biance of disorganization sets in: the subculture is in nepantia (in Na-
huatl, literally, ‘in the middle’ - as some noble Indian philosopher
described transitional Indian culture in the late XVI century), for the-
se transitional people are neither Indian nor yet the proletariat that
they aspire to be. The awkwardness of behavior, the insecurity of de-
meanor, and the synthetic, even plastic, quality of dress and abode
is to the observer alternately touching and heartbreaking. We are ac-
quainted with the process of social mobility at the bottom and the top
of the stratification system of Mexico, and what we have said here is



probably not significantly different as individuals and segments of Me-
xican society move through the steps from lower class to upper-middle
class status. It is painful to observe the process of social mobility, and
the economic and psychological struggle that the process involves (3).
Thus, social mobility and changes in status not only involve the ac-
quisition of wealth and/or political power but a significant expressive
component. To deny this expressive component explicitly, as in the
case of the Marxists, or to minimize it implicitly, as in the case of Ame-
rican sociologists, has been a significant drawback in stratification
studies.

The expressive wealth of aristocratic households varies significan-
tly but even those of the younger generation - that is, couples between
the ages 25 and 30 - contain enough family heirlooms of a variety of
sorts as validating symbols of their status. Indeed, the parents of both
bride and groom make sure that they inherit heirlooms upon marria-
ge, and try to instill in the couple a continuation of the traditions of
the ancestral household. To maintain such position, however, is be-
coming increasingly difficult, for the younger generation is already qui-
te significantly a part of the social set of the undifferentiated bhaute
bourgeoisie.

By American standards of wealth, probably 10% of the aristocra-
tic families are millionares, that is, have incomes of more than 100,000
dollars per year. No aristocrat can be counted among the largest fortu-
nes in Mexico, but perhaps a dozen or so surpass fortunes of 20 mil-
lion dollars. The impoverished families constitute about 15% of the
group, that is, with a yearly income of less tham 30,000 dollars. About
three-fourths of the aristocratic families may be classified among the
well-off economically, that is, with incomes between 40,000 dollars
and 75,000. Thus, the aristocracy is a rather homogeneous group from
an economic standpoint. The range of economic activities extends from
banking and industry to the liberal professions and medium-size busi-
ness to middle-range bureaucrats in the public and private sector. Whi-
thin the group, wealth per se does not necessarily confer status, and
as the aristocracy diminishes in social importance by its absorption
into the haute bourgeoisie, antiquity of lineage seems to loom larger,
a rather hopeless reaction, as the integrity of the group inexorably be-
gins to expire. The majority of the well-off aristocratic segment remains
the most conservative and withdrawn, whereas the upper and lower
segments of the economic spectrum are the most liberal and amena-
ble to interaction with the baute bourgeoisie at large. The former, ha-
ving little economic interaction with the plutocracy, more or less
openly encourage isolation and minimize social contacts, where as the
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latter, being either plutocrats themselves or work in plutocratic cir-
cles, are much more amenable to exogenous social interaction. Pre-
dictably, it is the younger generation that has forced upon the middle
aged and old a number of patterns of exogenous social interaction with
the rich and powerful. Impressed with the plutocracy’s sometimes ex-
travagant patterns of consumption and entertainment, the younger ge-
neration has been drawn easily into plutocratic circles, thereby
weakening the strong sense of exclusivity of the older generations.

With independence from Spain the nobility was abolished, and
it became illegal to refer to individuals by their titles. During the brief
period of the French Intervention, the nobility was reinstated and a
number of new titles were issued. With the reinstitution of the repu-
blic in 1866, the nobility was definitely abolished, but it appears that
people may have continued to use titles in public. Two years before
the celebration of the one hundredth anniversary of Indipendence,
for example, three large volumes on the oldest and most aristocratic
Mexican families, including their genealogies and titles, were published
with government approval (Ortega 1908). Since then, titles of nobility
and those who hold them have been largely forgotten by the majority
of aristocrats, but they have lingered on in the consciousness of the
group. Of the 79 titles granted by the Spanish crown in colonial ti-
mes, probably half are remembered by the older generation today. The-
re are also perhaps a dozen titles that are well know to most aristocrats,
and they represent the most illustrious families. This does not mean
that members of these families, or of other families reputed to have
held titles, hold the titles now, for many of them have not been reac-
tivated for lack of interest and others have passed into the hands of
families in Spain. This raises the question of how important titles of
nobility were throughout colonial and republican times, and how im-
portant knowledge of them and of those who possessed them is to-
day. This is a difficult question to answer, but we suspect that the
Mexican aristocracy as a whole relishes the knowledge that in the past
there were so many nobles in their midst, and as such, the collective
knowledge of nobility is another validating symbol of their status (4).

In part, this is corroborated by the fact that the Mexican aristo-
cracy is well related to the Spanish nobility and that of other Euro-
pean countries, especially Italy and France. Not only do social relations
span the Atlantic, but there are a number of European nobles residing
in Mexico, some of them of the highest rank. Intermarriage has often
taken place between Mexican and European aristocrats, and there are
extensive social and family networks involving a wide range of beha-
vior. Unlike the marriage alliances that took place between European



11

nobles and American plutocrats from the middle of the XIX century
up to the Second World War, the alliances between the former and
Mexican aristocrats have always been between social equals and ge-
nerally do not involve economic considerations per se. The social and
marriage relationship binding Mexican aristocrats to the European no-
bility are of very long standing and they have been renewed periodi-
cally through the centuries. Social ties to the European nobility, and
the affinities that they have in common, is another important valida-
ting symbol of Mexican aristocrats as the undisputed leaders of appro-
priate behavior and manners.

Expressive behavior and the new plutocracy

Structurally, a good case can be made for including the Mexican
aristocracy in an undifferentiated haute bourgeoisie that we have cal-
led the new plutocracy. This is not at all the case behaviorally, and
from this viewpoint, the aristocracy has its own subculture distinct
from a number of classes or subclasses in the upper reaches of Mexi-
can stratification. We will not bother with the common cultural deno-
minator shared by the members of the upper-middle class and the
economic and political sectors of the baute bourgeoisie, but it is im-
portant to have a glimpse of that complex of expressive behavior that
is almost exclusively aristocratic, for it has significant implications for
the process of acculturation that is taking place between the aristocra-
cy and the rising plutocracy.

The aristocracy, as the traditional upper-upper stratum of Mexi-
can society, is still largely endogamous. The families which belong to
this social class obviously are not all united by bonds of kinship and
ritual kinship, for its total membership is too large for this to happen.
But there is a highly significant tendency toward these ends. Families
and individuals try to enlarge their networks of kinsmen, ritual kin-
smen, and friends as much as possible. Thus, when social recognition
has been extended, a large complex of manners and behavior obtains,
which constitutes the endogenous parameters of the group. Those who
do not behave according to the rules are not regarded as aristocrats,
and this is subtly manifested in whatever interaction takes place exo-
genously in social and economic situations. The only possible social
confusion that may arise occurs with the upper-middle class and the
economic and political sectors of the baute bourgeoisie, and it is the-
refore in relationship to them that the expressive behavior of aristo-
crats must be gauged and positioned.
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Within these boundaries, aristocrats regard themselves as the ar-
biters of social life: specialists in the niceties of ritual and ceremonial
behavior, practitioners of complex codes of etiquette and traditional
standing, and upholders of good manners and family traditions. It
should be noted that probably most of these modes of behavior and
manners are shared by all Western aristocracies. It is quite likely that
members of the upper-middle class and the haute bourgeoisie may have
internalized the social ambiance to which they have been exposed out-
side the context of Mexico City, rather than copied directly from the
local aristocracy. This is certainly the case with the upper-middle class
of foreign origin and also many members of the non-aristocratic sec-
tors of the baute bourgeoisie, given the high physical mobility cha-
racteristic of the rich and powerful. Still, the aristocracy in situ is the
validating structure of good manners and genteel behavior, and hen-
ce the desirability of imitating it.

In the context of the upper reaches of Mexican social stratifica-
tion, the relationship between the aristocracy, on the one hand, and
the plutocracy and upper-middle class, on the other, must be cast in
both structural and expressive terms. Structurally, we have already di-
scussed the context of interaction between the aristocracy and the plu-
tocracy, in which the upper-middle class does not play a significant
role. We shall therefore dispense with it in the present analysis. In a
nutshell, the catalyst in the aristocracy-plutocracy interaction is eco-
nomic necessity and social ambition: the desire of the former to ex-
pand its economic horizon and acquire a measure of political control,
and the ambition of the latter to be regarded not only as economically
and politically powerful but socially accepted as well. But structurally
this cannot entirely explain the persistence of the aristocracy as a still
largely endogamous, viable, and quite self-contained sector of the haute
bourgeoisie. It is our position that what has ensured a large measure
of survival for the aristocracy as a distinct social class are its expressi-
ve components: symbolically they buttress the group’s self-identity,
and the desirability that they evoke strengthens the structure of the
group within the haute bourgeoisie.

What are the main components of this large complex of expressi-
ve behavior? They belong mainly to the domains of the household
and kinship behavior, the life cycle and socialization of children, eti-
quette and personal behavior, patterns of entertainment and celebra-
tions, the fine arts and intellectual interests, interpersonal relations,
and patterns of dress and demeanor. We are making the empirical claim
that in all instances of social mobility, what attracts or compels the
aspiring individual or group to acquire and master the behavior of su-
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perordinate stratum is not that it will bring acceptance and make him
or the group more similar to the aspired object, but fundamentally that
it will confer that security, sense of superiority, and natural demeanor
that is the hallmark of those superordinately placed. By definition, those
individuals or groups who do not exhibit this belief are not upwardly
mobile. Unless we assume this, we cannot explain why the plutocrats
care about the social standing of the aristocrats, when they have most
of the economic and political power and prestige and could create their
own standards. To some extent plutocrats do create their own stan-
dards, but there is always that intangible aura of prestige that charac-
terizes aristocrats, and somehow they know that it will disappear only
with the de facto demise of the aristocracy as self-defined, bounded
entity, and by action of their own economic and political inputs. And
here we have the crux of what we have referred to as the process of
acculturation affecting the homogenization of the three sectors com-
prising the evolving haute bourgeoisie. In our view, what is happe-
ning in the upper stratum of Mexican society is a classic example of
acculturation (Nutini 1976), in which two mildly antagonistic subcul-
tures are directly confronted: each subculture is contributing signifi-
cant elements to the acculturative process, a series of acculturative
stages are clearly discernible, and the confrontation is heading toward
a resolution in which both of the original interacting subcultures will
be synthesized into a different entity. Moreover, the process of accul-
turation in this case is as symmetrical as any likely to be observed -
at the global cultural level all documented cases of acculturation are
asymmetrical - for neither of the confronted subcultures has sufficient
powers of coercion (Nutini 1980).

For the aristocrats, the common body of expressive behavior is
a symbolic bond that unites them into a self-directed group, and at
the same time affords them a significant measure of security. They re-
gard the various domains of expressive behavior as a legacy of the past,
an ostensive validation of the exalted place that they once occupied.
The refinement of behavior, the protocol of certain ritual and cere-
monial occasions, and the circumscription and savoir faire that social
interaction requires are always very much in the individual and group
consciousness and are regarded as the epitome of civilized living. Be
it the way a table is set, tea is served, the type dress worn for a parti-
cular occasion, the manner one talks and moves, or the fashion one
gets married, there is only one way of doing things, and the aristocra-
tic way is the proper one. This kind of behavior and social interaction
obviously imposes restrictions upon the average aristocrat, who is ge-
nerally quite willing to restrict his or her social life to the familiarity
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of an increasingly poorer social milieu. But for some time this attitude
has been changing especially among the younger generation. They feel
the constraints of their social milieu and are attracted to the glitter and
unlimited funds that the plutocracy can spend on entertainment, tra-
vel, and all kinds of celebrations. Younger aristocrats may still snob-
bishly disdain the plutocrats, and probably in the mixed marriages that
have taken place they thought twice about taking such a step, but they
now do accept as a matter of course the social interaction with pluto-
crats is a necessity, for many aristocrats are employed in the busines-
ses, banks, and industries controlled by the former. The older
generation of aristocrats is fairly uncompromising, and remains endo-
genous in most respects, as the memory of a glorious past seems to
be stronger than the glitter and power of money.

As we have discussed in several contexts, in addition to the ari-
stocracy, the Mexican haute bourgeoisie is composed of the political
and economic sectors which constitute the plutocracy proper. We al-
so pointed out that the political sector of the plutocracy has been mo-
re reluctant and slower to interact with the aristocracy, which itself
has been very reticent about entering politics or extending social re-
cognition to politicians. On the other hand, the political sector is not
that different from the economic sector of the plutocracy: politicians
may be as rich or richer than bankers or industrialists; they come from
fairly similar social origins; and they have risen rapidly in the stratifi-
cation scale. The differences are mainly that the political sector is si-
gnificantly smaller than the economic sector and does not include
foreigners. The former try to maintain a lower social profile, and the
latter are much more in the limelight and exhibit definite social ambi-
tion. Moreover, politicians acquired their wealth mostly while in offi-
ce and are well known by the population at large. Because of this they
are extremely sensitive about their privacy once they leave office. No
such constraints operate in the case of the economic sector of the plu-
tocracy. They are self-made men who are generally desirous of reco-
gnition and expend large sums of money in the process. This is what
makes this sectors of the plutocracy so predisposed toward the aristo-
cracy. Disregarding the political sector, what kind of social interac-
tion exists between the plutocracy and the aristocracy and in what
context does expressive behavior take place?

When plutocrats reach a certain plateau of wealth and economic
power, it appears that they develop a rather strong desire for social
recognition and interaction with the aristocracy. Whether this is one
of the general characteristics throughout the world of the kind of plu-
tocratic mobility that we are dealing with here, we do not know. But













































